UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION

Inre. BRIDGESTONE/HRESTONE, INC,
ATX, ATX Il, and WILDERNESS TIRES
PRODUCTSLIABILITY LITIGATION

Master File No. IP 00-9373-C-B/S
MDL No. 1373
(centrdized before Hon. Sarah Evans Barker,
Judge)
THISDOCUMENT RELATESTOALL
ACTIONS
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ORDER STRIKING IMPROPER FILING

The Court, onitsown initigtive, now STRIKES “Defendants Siate Law Variaions Index,” filed
by defendants Bridgestone/Frestone, Inc. and Ford Motor Company (here, callectively, “the
defendants’) on April 3, 2001.

On April 2, 2001, the defendants filed amation seeking leave to file a 95-page brief in oppogtion
to the plaintiffs motion for dass catification. (The Court' s pagelimit in thiscaseis 50 pages. See
Case Management Order dated January 30, 2001, paragraph 11(F).) In seeking thisleave, the
defendants dited, among other things, the need to address “the multitude of variaionsinlav.” The
Court granted the defendants' request, adding the admonition thet “counsd should try to be reasoneble
here”

On April 3, 2001, the defendants filed their 95-page “Memorandum in Oppogtion to Alantiffs
Mation for Class Cetification, dong with atwo-inch thick “Evidentiary Materids Appendix.” Onthe

same day, however, the defendants dso filed an 81-page document they denominated “ Defendants



Sate Law Vaiations Appendix.” Thissubmisson isnot an gopendix a dl, but smply an additiona
brief devoted to the “varidionsin law” issues thet the defendants dited in support of ther request tofile
their separate, overszed 95-page brief. The defendants did not seek leave to meke this submisson, let
aoneto exceed the page limit again. Counsd for the defendants (gpparently hoping to bolgter the
“gppendix” labd) did not sign thisbrief, in violation of Fed. R. Civ. P. 11(a). Moreover, the Court has
difficulty viewing thisfiling as anything other then amideading attempt to drcumvent limitationson
briefing thet the Court has dready been quite liberd in stting and enforcing. Such conduct may violate
Fed. R. Civ. P. 11(b).!

The Court recognizes thet this case involves numerous and complex issues that sometimes warrant
subgtantia briefing, but the Court exhorts dl counsd in this case to remain mindful of the virtues of
brevity and succinct, non-repetitious argument. Also, athough space-saving tactics like the use of
seven-point footnotes merdy tax the Court’s good nature (and eyesight), the Court will not tolerate

subterfuge designed to evade the Court’ srules and orders

It isso ORDERED this day of May, 2001.

The Court is striking the submission because it violates the Court’s prior ordersin this MDL
regarding briefing, and not as a sanction for violation of Rule 11.
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